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Clara Krug (CLASS) had a question about the first-day drop. Faculty members had 
received from Mike Deal, no date, the new attendance policy: “Deleting Classes First 
Day for Non-Attendance, DCFD,” and it had been discussed at the SEC meeting the 
previous Thursday.  
 
However, faculty in Liberal Arts and Social Sciences had received a few days earlier a 
document with the same title dated 3-27-2007, 9:30.21 a.m. from the Registrar’s office. 
It came from Dean Jane Rhoades Hudak, and it is a different document in terms of 
certain content. One of the content items is a history of the policy, 9.2.05: “A faculty 
member proposed that students be removed from the roll if they missed the first two 
days of class without having notified the professor in advance of the reason why.” Mike 
Deal indicated that one or more faculty members had requested the first-day drop. 
However, apparently, there was one faculty member, and that faculty member proposed 
that students be deleted if they missed the first two days of class. Krug asked how this 
request from one person that students be dropped on the second day somehow had 
changed into dropping students from class on the very first day.  
 
Patricia Humphrey (COST) Senate Moderator: Since no one could provide an answer, 
she suggested that Krug file an RFI.  
 
Marc Cyr (CLASS) wondered why an RFI would be necessary.  
 
Mike Nielsen (CLASS) returned to the first-day drop issue. He wondered in what sense 
of the word “pilot” what was happening in the summer would be a pilot test. Nothing in 
the current plan indicates implementation in a limited framework.  
 
Linda Bleicken (Provost): “[W]e elected to do this as a pilot in session A, I believe, is 
that correct, Mike?” Mike Deal (Registrar): “Term A and Term B.” Linda Bleicken 
(Provost): “Term A and Term B, to put  
 
Linda Bleicken (Provost): “Term A and Term B, to put it out in Term A and see what the 
issues were, rectify those, and try to resolve any lingering issues in Term B.”  
 
Patricia Humphrey (COST) Senate Moderator: “I guess the question being for certain 
faculty the idea of a pilot means small scale, try it for maybe 25 – 30 classes, rather 
than all Term A classes.”  
 
Linda Bleicken (Provost): “We looked at that, and here is the issue. Say that you are a 
student who is in one of the 25 or 30 classes, and your fellow students are in the other 
classes that are not in the pilot. How in the world do you treat one group differently from 
the other? In essence, how do you say to one group, we’re going to drop you on the first 
day if you don’t attend, and the other group gets a free pass, if you will? So it was very 
hard to do.”  
 
Mike Nielsen (CLASS) countered that pilot testing in science preserves the possibility 
that there might be a failure and that there might be a decision to reject it. That didn’t 
seem to be the case with the document.  
 
Linda Bleicken (Provost): “My guess would be that if we do this in Term A, and it’s a 
total disaster, that would certainly give us some information, so that from a pilot 
standpoint, I would say yes that’s a pilot.” 
